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Remarks 

The Office Action dated October 16, 2008, and made final, has been carefully reviewed 
and the following remarks are made in consequence thereof. 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-1 1, 13, and 15-20 are pending in this application. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 
10-11, 13, and 15-20 stand rejected. 

The rejection of Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10, 11, 13 and 15-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Challberg (U.S. Patent No. 6,813,327) in view of Sodergard (U.S. Patent No. 
3,650,895) and further in view of Naka et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,922,670) is respectfully 
traversed. 

Challberg describes a nuclear reactor core plate assembly that includes a plurality of 
support beams, a single flat plate positioned on top of the support beams and a plurality of fuel 
supports positioned on top of the flat plate and extending through the flat plate. Challberg does 
not describe nor suggest at least one groove in the bottom surface of the flat plate, with the at 
least one groove extending along the bottom surface at a 45 degree angle with respect to the 
center axis where the center axis extends through opposing sides of the flat plate. The core plate 
of Challberg does not include any grooves. 

Sodergard describes exchangeable control rod guide lubes for a nuclear reactor. The 
guide tubes are supported by the bottom of the reactor pressure vessel and carry square support 
blocks at the upper end of the guide tubes. The support blocks are arranged in an edge to edge 
relationship to form an even bottom for the reactor core. Sodergard does not describe nor 
suggest support beams coupled to a core shroud, nor that the support blocks include at least one 
groove in the bottom surface, with each groove sized to receive a portion of one of the support 
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beams. Further, Applicants submit that, in contrast to the suggestion at page 16 of the Office 
Action, Figure 3 of Sodergard does not illustrate a groove on the bottom surface of block 8. The 
arrows in the illustration in the Office Action point to the gap between adjacent blocks 8 and not 
to a groove in the bottom surface of block 8. In fact none of Figures 1-7 of Sodergard illustrate a 
groove on the bottom surface of block 8. Particularly, Sodergard does not describe nor suggest 
at least one groove in the bottom surface of block 8, with the at least one groove extending along 
the bottom surface at a 45 degree angle with respect to the center axis where the center axis 
extends through opposing sides of block 8. 

Therefore, combining the teachings of Sodergard with the teachings of Challberg does 
not describe nor suggest "a plurality of removable support plates disposed on said plurality of 
support beams, each said removable support plate comprising a top surface, an opposing bottom 
surface, opposing sides, and a center axis extending through said opposing sides, and at least one 
groove in said bottom surface, each said groove extending along said bottom surface at a 45 
degree angle with respect to said center axis, and sized to receive a portion of one of said support 
beams" as recited in independent Claims 1 and 13. Rather, Sodergard teaches that the plurality 
of support beams taught in Challberg are not needed, and that the Challberg core plate should be 
replaced with a plurality of blocks that are supported by the guide tubes. The Office Action 
asserts that it would be obvious to replace the Challberg core plate with a plurality of blocks and 
supporting the blocks with the plurality of support beams. However, as explained above, 
Challberg and/or Sodergard do not describe nor suggest at least one grove sized to receive a 
portion of one of the support beams, and each groove extending along the bottom surface of the 
block at a 45 degree angle with respect to the center axis. 
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Naka et al. describe a double flooring structure that is used in a floor of a computer room. 
Naka et al. do not describe nor suggest a removable support plate that includes at least one 
groove in the bottom surface, with each groove sized to receive a portion of one of the support 
beams. Rather, Naka et al. describe a computer room floor panel that includes a lip (step portion 
14f) around the edge of the floor panel. Applicants submit that the lip described in Naka et al. is 
not a groove in the bottom surface of the floor panel. Even if, arguendo, one considered the step 
portions of Naka et al. as "grooves", these "grooves" extend aroimd the perimeter of the floor 
panel and do not extend along the bottom surface at a 45 degree angle with respect to the center 
axis where the center axis extends through opposing sides of the panel. Applicants submit that 
Naka et al. teach away from utilizing grooves in the bottom surface of the support panels that are 
arranged at a 45 degree angle with respect to the center axis where the center axis extends 
through opposing sides of the panel. Naka et al. teach a lip extending around the outer edges of 
the floor panel. Further, Applicants submit that one skilled in the nuclear reactor art would not 
consider the teachings of Naka et al. analogous nor useful in designing a nuclear reactor core 
because of the special requirements and environmental conditions that need to be taken into 
account in nuclear reactor design. 

Therefore, combining the teachings of Naka et al. and Sodergard with the teachings of 
Challberg does not describe nor suggest "a plurality of removable support plates disposed on said 
plurality of support beams, each said removable support plate comprising a top surface, an 
opposing bottom surface, opposing sides, and a center axis extending through said opposing 
sides, and at least one groove in said bottom surface, each said groove extending along said 
bottom surface at a 45 degree angle with respect to said center axis, and sized to receive a 
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portion of one of said support beams" as recited in independent Claims 1 and 13. In addition, 
Applicants disagree with the mere assertion, at pages 6 and 7 of the Office Action, that 
separating the core plate taught by Challberg into multiple support plates is a design choice as to 
the direction of the squares, and as such "it would have been obvious to separate the integral core 
plate in the manner proposed by applicant." 

As is well established, the mere assertion that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified Challberg to obtain the claimed recitations of the 
present invention does not support a prima facie obvious rejection. Rather, each allegation of 
what would have been an obvious matter of design choice must always be supported by citation 
to some reference work recognized as standard in the pertinent art and the Applicants given the 
opportunity to challenge the correctness of the assertion or the notoriety or repute of the cited 
reference. Applicants have not been provided with the citation to any reference supporting the 
combination made in the rejection. The rejection, therefore, fails to provide the Applicants with 
a fair opportunity to respond to the rejection, and fails to provide the Applicants with the 
opportunity to challenge the correctness of the rejection. Further, Applicants submit that 
Challberg and/or Sodergard do not describe nor suggest any grooves in the bottom surface of the 
support plate (or support block in the case of Sodergard). Naka et al. teaches a lip extending 
around the perimeter of the floor panels; however, Naka et al. do not describe nor suggest at least 
one groove in the bottom surface of the floor panel. Applicants submit that none of the 
references cited in this rejection describe or suggest at least one groove in the bottom surface of a 
nuclear reactor core support plate. Applicants submit that the teachings of the cited references 
do not coincide with the assertions presented in the Office Action. 
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Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual or 
"template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed invention is 
rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. It appears that the 
present rejection reflects an impermissible attempt to use the instant claims as a guide or 
roadmap in formulating the rejection using impermissible hindsight reconstruction of the 
invention. The United States Supreme Court has recently expressed concern regarding distortion 
caused by hindsight bias in an obviousness analysis, and notes that factfinders should be cautious 
of arguments reliant upon ex post reasoning. See KSR International Co. v. Teleflex. Inc. , slip 
Opinion at page 17. The Supreme Court also explained that, following "common sense," 
"familiar items may have obvious uses beyond their primary purposes, and in many cases a 
person of ordinary skill will be able to fit the teachings of multiple patents together like pieces of 
a puzzle." Id. at page 16. Applicants respectfully submit that the teachings of Challberg, 
Sodergard and Naka et al. do not fit together like pieces of a puzzle, but rather are isolated 
disclosures that have been chosen in an attempt to deprecate the present invention. Challberg 
teaches a nuclear reactor that has a core plate supported by a plurality of support beams. 
Sodergard teaches a nuclear reactor that has a plurality of support blocks supported by the guide 
tubes rather than a core plate supported by a plurality of support beams. Naka et al. teaches a 
computer room floor that has a plurality of floor panels positioned on beams with a 
circumferential lip of the floor panels resting on the beams. None of the cited references teach at 
least one groove in the bottom surface of the core plate/support blocks/floor panels, and the 
teachings of the cited references do not describe nor suggest all the limitations of independent 
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Claims 1 and 13. Of course, such a combination of references is impermissible, and for this 
reason along with the reasons explained above, Applicants request that the Section 103 rejection 
be withdrawn. Accordingly, Applicants submit that independent Claims 1 and 13 are patentable 
over Challberg in combination with Sodergard and Naka et al. 

Claims 2-4, 6-8, 10, and 11 depend from independent Claim 1 and Claims 15-18 depend 
from independent Claim 13. When the recitations of Claims 2-4, 6-8, and 10-1 1, and Claims 15- 
18 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claims 1 and 13 respectively. 
Applicants respectfully submit that dependent Claims 2-4, 6-8, 10-11, and 15-18 likewise are 
patentable over Challberg in combination with Sodergard and Naka et al. 

For the reasons set forth above. Applicants respectfully request that the Section 103(a) 
rejection of Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10, 1 1, 13 and 15-18 be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claims 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Challberg (U.S. Patent No. 6,813,327) in view of Sodergard (U.S. Patent No. 3,650,895), and 
further in view of Naka et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,922,670), and still further in view of Dalke et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,519,746) is respectfully traversed. 

As explained above, Challberg, Sodergard, and Naka et al., alone or in combination, do 
not describe nor suggest a nuclear reactor as recited in Claim 13. Particularly, Challberg, 
Sodergard, and Naka et al., alone or in combination, do not describe nor suggest "a plurality of 
removable support plates disposed on said plurality of support beams, each said removable 
support plate comprising a top surface, an opposing bottom surface, opposing sides, and a center 
axis extending through said opposing sides, and at least one groove in said bottom surface, each 
said groove extending along said bottom surface at a 45 degree angle with respect to said center 
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axis, and sized to receive a portion of one of said support beams" as recited in independent Claim 
13. 

Dalke et al. is cited for teaching an inter-bimdle support plate 140. Dalke et al. is not 
cited for and do not teach a plurality of removable support plates disposed on the plurality of 
support beams, each removable support plate including a top surface, an opposing bottom 
surface, opposing sides, and a center axis extending through the opposing sides, and at least one 
groove in the bottom surface, each said groove extending along said bottom surface at a 45 
degree angle with respect to said center axis, and sized to receive a portion of one of said support 
beams. As explained above, Challberg, Sodergard, and Naka et al., alone or in combination, do 
not describe nor suggest such a structure. 

Therefore, combining the teachings of Sodergard, Naka et al., and Dalke et al. with the 
teachings of Challberg does not describe nor suggest "a plurality of removable support plates 
disposed on said plurality of support beams, each said removable support plate comprising a top 
surface, an opposing bottom surface, opposing sides, and a center axis extending through said 
opposing sides, and at least one groove in said bottom surface, each said groove extending along 
said bottom surface at a 45 degree angle with respect to said center axis, and sized to receive a 
portion of one of said support beams" as recited in independent Claim 13. Accordingly, 
Applicants submit that independent Claim 13 is patentable over Challberg, Sodergard, Naka et 
al., and Dalke et al., alone or in combination. 

Claims 19 and 20 depend from independent Claim 13. When the recitations of Claims 19 
and 20 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 13, Applicants respectfully 
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submit that dependent Claims 19 and 20 likewise are patentable over Challberg, Sodergard, Naka 
et al., and Dalke et al., alone or in combination. 

For the reasons set forth above. Applicants respectfully request that the Section 103(a) 
rejection of Claims 19 and 20 be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all the claims now active in this 
application are believed to be in condition for allowance. Favorable action is respectfully 



Respectfully submitted. 




Michael Tersillo 
Registration No. 42, 1 80 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102-2740 
(314)621-5070 



